State resident neuroticism and the Harrington and Gelfand state tightness-looseness dimension were compared as predictors of state levels of residential mobility from 2004 to 2005 in the 50 American states. Hierarchical multiple regression controlled for state SES, white population percent, urban population percent, home ownership percent, and percent of home owners or renters paying 30 percent or more of household income for housing. Not moving was associated with higher neuroticism but not with tightness-looseness. Same-county moving, different-county moving, and within-state moving was associated with lower neuroticism but tightness-looseness was unrelated to any of these three criteria. However, lower tightness was associated with different-state moving and higher tightness was associated with greater tendency to move within a state rather than to a different state. Neuroticism showed no relation to the ratio of different-state to same-state moving. Results suggest distance moved may determine when neuroticism or tightness-looseness is a residential mobility predictor.
Introduction
Sociology, demography, and epidemiology have long studied residential mobility and it is well known that people relocate for a number of economic and social reasons such as employment, education, marriage, and retirement opportunities. People also move to escape high crime areas, to pursue a different lifestyle, to live in a warmer climate, and so on. However, some individuals generally are more reluctant to move and this may signal a dispositional factor in regard to relocation. Recently, there has been a growing interest in psychological studies of residential mobility centered mostly on the consequences of moving, and this also has prompted calls for more empirical inquiry by psychologists into the antecedents of moving (e.g., McCann, 2015; Oishi & Talhelm, 2012) .
American states differ greatly in annual residential relocation rates. Why this is so remains one of the two most basic questions in regard to residential moving in the USA, according to Talhelm and Oishi (2014) . To help answer this question, the present study compared state levels of resident neuroticism (McCann, 2015) and state tightness-looseness (Harrington & Gelfand, 2014a , 2014b as predictors of annual state rates of residential mobility.
McCann (2015) linked neuroticism of the Big Five personality variables (e.g., Costa & McCrae, 1995) to residential mobility using the 50 states as the units of analysis. The research was conducted from the geographical psychology perspective (Rentfrow, 2014) which holds a fundamental assumption that an area's aggregate position on a dispositional variable is associated with the pervasiveness in that area of the behavioral and psychological tendencies associated with that variable. Neuroticism scores for state residents were taken from Rentfrow et al. (2008) who assessed a nationwide sample of Americans using the Big Five Inventory (John & Srivastava, 1999) . Mobility variables were calculated from data on change in residence from 2004 to 2005 in each state (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008) . State levels of neuroticism correlated significantly at the .001 level with remaining in the same residence (r ¼ .69), moving within the same county (r ¼ À.59), and moving to a different county (r ¼ À.56). These relations were maintained when state socioeconomic status (SES) and the percent of the state population that was white, urban, owned homes, and paid 30% or more of household income for renting or owning their residences were controlled in hierarchical multiple regression equations. Gelfand (2014a, 2014b) developed "tightness-looseness" scores for each of the 50 states. This dimension reflects strength of punishment and strongly enforced rules (tightness) versus permissiveness and higher tolerance of deviance (looseness). State tightness-looseness scores were based on a composite of nine indicators including percentage of population claiming no religious affiliation, level of religiosity, severity of punishment for law violation, rate of executions from 1976 to 2011, percentage of population that is foreign born, legality of school corporal punishment, percentage of students hit or punished in schools, ratio of (alcohol) dry to total counties, and legal status of same-sex unions. They reported that state "tightness was also negatively associated with residential mobility, or the extent to which individuals are transient and, consequently, have weaker social ties and more freedom from social constraints" (p. 7992). They supported their residential mobility contention by demonstrating that state tightness scores correlated significantly (r ¼ À.44, p < .001) with reversed state values (i.e., multiplied by À1) of the percent of state residents in 2010 born in their state of residence (U.S. Census Bureau, 2011) . Higher levels of state tightness were associated with lower lifetime mobility as defined by Harrington and Gelfand but their operational definition appears to be governed as much or more by migration into the state than migration out of the state, and migration into the state probably depends to a greater extent on the transient nature of the state the migrants are leaving rather on that of the state in which they are relocating.
There are plausible reasons why resident neuroticism should be related to residential mobility at the individual level. One might expect several predominant features of neuroticism, such as fearfulness, vulnerability, anxiety, helplessness, a tendency to worry excessively, and an inability to handle stress well (Costa & McCrae, 1995; John & Srivastava, 1999) , to curb desires to change residence, given the challenges and changes that moving entails. Jokela (2014) reached a similar conclusion: "Neuroticism is associated with avoidant behavior and heightened stress reactivity in many domains of life. One might therefore expect high Neuroticism to decrease rather than to increase migration propensity" (pp. 73-74).
In contrast, reasons why state tightness might be related to residential mobility seem somewhat obscure. Harrington and Gelfand (2014a) attributed elevated lifetime mobility to the weaker social ties and greater freedom from social constraints that tend to exist in states with lower tightness, but did not provide further rationale for the connection. Higher tightness may lead to a greater reluctance to relocate, or at least to relocate far away from their current home and social network. However, as stated earlier, the operational definition of lifetime mobility used by Harrington and Gelfand may be more reflective of the state of departure rather than the state of arrival but nevertheless it is the state of arrival that is the state in their analysis.
The present study was initiated to answer the following questions: (1) Can state tightness predict remaining in the same residence, moving within the same county, and moving to a different county as assessed for state levels of resident neuroticism in the earlier work by McCann (2015) ? (2) Can state tightness and/or neuroticism predict moving within the same state and moving to a different state? (3) Can state tightness and/or neuroticism predict a greater tendency among movers for moving within the same state or moving to a different state?
Method Measures
All of the following variables except the Gelfand (2014a, 2014b) state tightness measure and the moving in the same state and moving to a different state measures were fully documented in the McCann (2015) study.
Tightness-looseness. Harrington and Gelfand (2014a) provided the state tightness scores.
Neuroticism. State resident z scores on neuroticism based on the responses of 619,397 residents to the 44-item Big Five Inventory (John & Srivastava, 1999) in an internet survey between December, 1999 and January, 2005 were obtained from Rentfrow et al. (2008) . Ratio of different state to same state residential moves. Again based on the same sources (U.S. Census Bureau, 2007 Bureau, , 2015 , another mobility criterion based only on movers was created by dividing the number of same state movers by the number of different state movers.
SES.
A composite SES variable was formed from three economic and two educational variables assessed for 2000 and 2005 for each state taken from the Statistical Abstract of the United States (e.g., U.S. Census Bureau, 2008) . The five variables contributing equally to the composite were personal income per capita in constant dollars, unemployment rate, percent of individuals living below the poverty line, percent of population 25 and over with at least high school graduation, and percent of population 25 and over with at least an undergraduate degree. Home owner or renter percent paying 30% or more of household income for housing. An equally weighted composite variable was created from home owner and renter data which indicated the percent in each state paying at least 30% of household income to rent or own their residence in 2005 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2008) .
Results and Discussion
In regard to research question (1), state tightness did not correlate with remaining in the same residence (r ¼ À.12, p ¼ .41), moving within the same county (r ¼ .07, p ¼ .63), or moving to a different county (r ¼ .23, p ¼ .11). Tightness and neuroticism also did not correlate significantly (r ¼ .20, p ¼ .16). When the five demographic variables were entered as a block on the first step in a hierarchical multiple regression equation and followed by tightness on the second and neuroticism on the third, tightness was not a significant predictor. The demographic variables accounted for 8.6% of the variance in the same-house criterion, F(5, 44) ¼ .83, p ¼ .54, 22.5% in the same-county criterion, F(5, 44) ¼ 2.55, p < .05, and 6.0% in the different-county criterion, F(5, 44) ¼ .56, p ¼ .73. Tightness accounted for another 0.0% of the variance in the same-house criterion, F(1, 43) ¼ .02, p ¼ .89, another 0.1% of the variance in the same-county criterion, F(1, 43) ¼ .26, p ¼ .61, and another 0.2% of the variance in the different-county criterion, F(1, 43) ¼ 1.08, p ¼ .30. On the other hand, even with the demographic variables and tightness controlled, neuroticism still accounted for an additional 61.8% of the variance in the same-house criterion, F(1, 42) ¼ 87.71, p < .001, another 47.8% in the same-county criterion, F(1, 42) ¼ 68.73, p < .001, and another 40.2% in the different-county criterion, F(1, 42) ¼ 32.78, p < .001. It is clear from these correlation and multiple regression results that, unlike state resident neuroticism, state tightness has no significant capacity to predict state residential mobility from year to year as operationally defined by McCann (2015) .
In regard to research question (2), state tightness did not correlate significantly with moving within a state (r ¼ .24, p ¼ .09) or to a different state (r ¼ .24, p ¼ .10) but neuroticism did correlate with moving within a state (r ¼ À.61, p < .001) and to a different state (r ¼ À.29, p < .05). When the five demographic variables were entered as a block on the first step in a hierarchical multiple regression equation and followed by tightness on the second step and neuroticism on the third step, the demographic variables accounted for 18.7% of the variance in the same-state criterion, F(5, 44) ¼ 2.03, p ¼ .09, and 14.5% in the different-state criterion, F(5, 44) ¼ 1.50, p ¼ .21. Tightness accounted for only another non-significant 2.6% of the variance in moving within a state, F(1, 43) ¼ .02, p ¼ .889. However, tightness did account for another 14.8% of the variance in moving to a different state, F(1, 43) ¼ 9.04, p < .01. In contrast, with the five demographic variables and tightness controlled, neuroticism still accounted for an additional 56.8% of the variance in moving within a state, F(1, 42) ¼ 109.11, p < .001, but only a non-significant increment of 3.8% in moving to a different state, F(1, 42) ¼ 2.41, p ¼ .13. As well, when the five demographic variables were entered as a block on the first step and followed by neuroticism on the second step, neuroticism still accounted for only an additional non-significant 5.5% of the variance in moving to a different state, F(1, 43) ¼ 2.94, p ¼ .09. Although correlations showed that lower neuroticism is significantly associated with moving within a state and moving to a different state, multiple regression results with the demographic variables controlled specifically suggest that lower neuroticism is associated with moving within a state while lower tightness is associated with moving to a different state.
In regard to research question (3), among those who moved, state tightness correlated with the ratio of moving to a different state to moving within the same state (r ¼ À.34, p < .05) but neuroticism did not (r ¼ .02, p ¼ .88). When the five demographic variables were entered as a block on the first step in a hierarchical multiple regression equation and followed by tightness on the second step and neuroticism on the third step, the demographic variables accounted for 22.8% of the variance in the ratio criterion, F(5, 44) ¼ 2.59, p < .05. Tightness accounted for another 15.9% of the variance, F(1, 43) ¼ 11.17, p < .01. With the five demographic variables and tightness controlled, neuroticism accounted for only a non-significant increment of 2.8% of the variance in the ratio variable, F(1, 42) ¼ 2.03, p ¼ .16. When the entry order of neuroticism and tightness was reversed, neuroticism still accounted for only another non-significant 1.6% of the variance, F(1, 43) ¼ .91, p ¼ .34. The Pearson correlations and the multiple regression equations consistently showed that higher state tightness is associated with the tendency among movers to relocate in the same state rather than a different state, and that neuroticism is not related to this differential tendency.
In summary, the results show that when state SES, white population percent, urban population percent, home ownership percent, and the percent of home owners or renters paying 30 percent or more of household income for housing are statistically controlled, state levels of neuroticism and tightness are not mutually exclusive predictors of residential mobility. Higher neuroticism is associated with not moving and lower neuroticism is associated with moving within the same county and moving to a different county, while tightness is not related to any of these three mobility criteria. However, with moving within a state and moving to a different state as mobility criteria, lower neuroticism is associated with moving within a state while lower tightness is associated with moving to a different state. Furthermore, with the ratio of moving to a different state to moving within the same state as the mobility criterion, higher tightness is associated with a lower ratio, that is, a greater tendency to move within a state rather than to a different state, but neuroticism shows no relation to this ratio.
Therefore, state levels of neuroticism and tightness may not afford incompatible explanations for residential mobility. Distance moved appears to be a factor which to some degree might dictate when neuroticism or tightness is a key factor. Elevated neuroticism appears to be operative in holding a person in his or her present dwelling while heightened tightness limits moves to shorter distances, as evidenced by its association with in-state moves as opposed to out-of-state moves, which seems to be the best indicator of relative distance among the variables in this study. Less distant moves such as within or between adjacent counties often result in little disruption of existing social networks and consequently do not bring tightness norms into play but lower neuroticism may facilitate such shorter distance moves.
In judging the likely degree of generalization of the underlying relations of state resident neuroticism and tightness found in the present line of research, it should be kept in mind that the USA is an exceptionally individualistic nation that allows individual differences to determine many behavioral choices. Perhaps the links regarding neuroticism may be substantially reduced or eliminated in collectivistic countries where tightness predominates. Strong interdependent norms and social ties may render neuroticism inoperative as a mobility predictor in these circumstances.
Thus far, little empirical research has been carried out on the psychological antecedents of residential relocation, especially at the state level. The present empirical verification reveals that both the state level of resident neuroticism and the degree of state tightness-looseness are predictors of annual state residential mobility, with each having its domain of influence at least partially delimited by the distance of the relocation. Generally, the present results help to answer what Talhelm and Oishi (2014) consider one of the top two "most fundamental unanswered questions [is] . . . why some American states are so much more mobile than other states" (p. 235).
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